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i-'J. .Albert H. Leisinger Jr. 

Acting Assistant Archivist 
The National Archives 
Washington, D.C. 20408 

Dear Mr. Lei singer, 

- a +?' i , G “ UCh ° f your letter of Jul 2 31 is informative and helpfml, ana for this 
l° U ’ S0Bie Cf , lt is faotuall y incorrect. In addition, the enclosures to 
whi.cn i„ refers were not enclosed. There was but one, a copy of which I return 
oc you herewith, pages 5 and 6 of a d^ument including narked exemptions of 5 U.S.C.552. 

If you do not draft your own letters I think both our interests will be served 
by your reviewing all the correspondence to which your letter is supposed reply. 

*our second paragraph, for example, refers only to my "original request" and 

Eg £ 1 “ ”* " f ” <* *u the hoc»e„t, SSLd^Sr S 

tnere cax l ?® GOrlfu sion about oral requests and I had requested 
jT® ora f ly ’ there canaot be any confusion about this. In another letter of 

’ ay ! yo , u d ° not refer 1 of these 1972-73 documents, "I also phoned 

to see if my deposit was sufiicient to cover the costs of ccoying all of it." With 
that letter I. enclosed a check for an additional £100 because "2»n M r . Leahy said 
you were copying this for me" he also reported my account would be about &5 sho$. 

OVT and cheek for the deposit, your letter of the 31st merely 
xpresses a willingness to supply these documents. Under the circumstances, I do hone 

° f ^uest * priority item. I would'aLo 

! rSl5!ed euTOlo ® e8 tc *> «**. the contents should be wrapped. 
xl e o£ several hundred documents was severfife«nutilated. 

iour review of this recent correspondence will also show that your (e) ifAhe 
first response tc a question I had asked often without any response. 

, Xh ® Jul y : 9 letter to which you respond does request copies of documents relating- 

Sd relSSf b ° th Classific *^ ** decwScation or witSoS^ 

T enclose no sungle such paper. You say of some that copies are 

beong supplied .mu ot others that copies can be. All of this, obviously, is an ianedi- 
ment to ray work. So there will be no _ doubt, I did intend the request to cover theS 

umenvs anc 1 woula appreciate copies as soon as you can supply them. All referred to. 

1 d ° have these end the enclosures basic to an understanding of your 
er were not enclosed, I am largely foreclosed from carrying this further or* even 
understanding what you .are talking about in many cases. 

r ith0ut these 1 cari u^erstand the rest of your letter I do think there 

do tiiink “ h y yea or another person with a 

post or proper responsibility is appropriate. 

™ f thG ^ e ^ U ° n ^ JSY document "related to... relations with Mexico" 

Th« + €xe ®P t * ilas is either the language nor the intent of Exemption (l)(A). 

establi 'had S >, 0 * ° sa ~^ eTS 8X3 ...specifically authorised under criteria 

established by an executive order to be kept secret in the interest (^national defense 

old* « T p0ldCy ^ are 111 fact properly classified pursuant to^sueh Executive 
rder. Separate from whether or not "properly classified," two of those to which you 
refer were JESSE classified, CDs 434 and 702. There then remains the meeting thf 

do ° f A ^ thSre XS 1W sh ° WiJle of U 0T roason to bc-lievei it. “it no point 
d ° your language even suggest that all these criteria - or any - were met. 
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Xn ( 3 t ) y 0ur formulation is "because relations with a foreign country were in- 
volved." This also is not the test. Even public mention of any foreign country by^ 
any public official by this standard could be withheld after utterance. Besides, if 
this had been a concern, there would not leave been the diligent ^leaking, selectively , 
if what was ore judicial in this series of files, Nor would the Commission have pub- 
lished these files as extensively as it did. 

From my reading of those of these documents that have now been released there 
never was any legitimate reason for withholding them and to suggest, as your rormu— 
lation in ( 4 ) does, that "the question of foreign relations with Mexico" really is 
net reasonable. 

Because until I receive the rest of what 1 have asked for it is not possible for 
me to file a formal appeal, I do hope you will make a personal inquiry into ^ these 
questions and avoid the embarrassment I think can result if they are to go further. 

(perhaps tills accounts for the lack of Citation or £22 exeoutiVO orcku or **0 
provision of any?) 

I suggest there is the same situation with regard to you* (7) arid (Si). I Relieve 
that if tills material is to be withhold another exemption ssust be^ applicable, this is 
the inter- and intra-agency memo provision qualified by the "not be available by law 
proviso. Now the memo for which this exemption might be claimed is not withhfald. You 
have given me 111 pages plus some attachments. You are claiming the exemption for xhe 
entire memo for a few short passages. 3 <m? have been disclosed and do not qualify 
for this or any other exemption. Others still withheld from me have been provi^ec. 
to another. Wore the exemption applicable you have waived in under controlling 
decisions. There is no exemption authorizing the withholding of want can emoarrass 
an agency or an official. The law and its history could not be more explicitly to 
the contrary. 

Whether or not an executive session transcript in itself qualifies for Exemption 
5, and I do not think it does, youw citation of it in (9)(i) says (emphasis added): 
fk-rhans pages 63-73 of ti-aoscid.pt of executive session of the Concissioa, which relates 
to defectors without naming Kosenko. " lou giv® no date and there are more than one 
set of pages so numbered, however, 1 presume you refer to the transcript of i/21/64. 

That would be something were it to relate to the defector Kosenko the month beffi ge 
he defecteal 

In any dvent, are you seriously claiming that the o&Ll exemption applicable to 
an intelligence defector is (5)? Or that this exemption is a/ a license to withhold 
all nc-Eioranda? 

You and I have had no prior dealings. I do not know wivt you have been told about 
me or the suits I have filed or their results. There is a long record of pgunous invo- 
cations cf the right to withhold. There arc court records of official dishonesties I. 
detest having to make about ay government, more when the subjects are the assassination 
cf a President and official conduct thereafter, I would prefer that at some point air 
this stonewalling and worse come to an end. I would prefer not to havo to carry this 
further. I certainly would prefer that if you have not made a personal inquiry and 
sat! sfied yourself personally and fully about those matters of which you write me you 
do it in your own interest. I think this letter, which is by no means full, ought 
give you an indication of the reasons that were I you I’d find compelling. 

I will do nothing further until I receive what you say is to come ana. shat I have 
asked for ag ain in this letter, all records having to do with the withholding and re- 
leasing of those records cited. I do hope that these and the missing pages of the 1912-73 


declassification will now be speeded up. 


Sincerely, 


Harold Weisberg 



